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5600 Headgquarters Drive
.0, Bax 251209
Plang, TX 75025-1209

April 5, 2000

Public Utilities Commission of the State of South Dakota
State Capitol Building

500 East Capitol Avenue

Pierre, South Dakota 57501-5070

Re: Request of U S WEST Communications, Inc. (“U § WEST") an
Utilities Company (““Citizens”) Regarding the Sale of 14 U'S WEST Ne
Exchanges and 43 U S WEST Minnesota exchanges to Citizens.

‘Dear Commissioners:
U S WEST and Citizens (collectively, the “Parties™) have entered into:tran

whereby Citizens will purchase 14 U § WEST exchanges-in Nebraska and 4
in M’innesota Several South Dakota 'customers‘ are served out of one ofithe

areaboundaries that will result based on the transfer-of ‘property
transactions,

The transfer of these areas is conditioned-on-the receipt
authority from the FCC, The Parties will file with-the FCC pet
waivers allowing U S WEST to delete the Scuth Dakota:portio
Ortonville-Big Stone areas from its South Dakota study area;
reflect these areas as part of its study area. In a June 21, 1995
that such a petition will not be accepted unless the “affected” st
lt does not object to the proposed reconﬁguratlon of study are

Commxssmn to be an “affected” state authonty, due’ to ,
South Dakota re51dents are served out of the Valentme and Ortonvﬂle
exchanges






>ommission

For the-Period of April 6, 2000 through April 12, 20

if you need a complete copy of a filing faxed, overnight expressed, or mailed to -y
Delaine Kolbo within five business days-of this filing:
Phone: 605-773-3705 Fax; 605-773-3809

CONSUMER COMPLAINTS

T 00-060 In the Matter of the Complaint filed'by Don-an

' South Dakota, against Sprint Com a
Unauthorized Switching of Long:Distani

The complainants allege that they received charg
s&w:cr-‘ from Sprmt on their: December phone bill:

complamants would hke to see’ Spnnt heav “fined:in or
The complainants:want to be sure that Sprintis off'of their phone-se
.attend a-hearing-in-Pierre, they feel that Sprint should-have to pay their ex ns

Staff Analyst: Charlene Lund
Staff Attorney: Karen Cremer
Date Docketed: 04/06/00
intervention Deadline; NA

ELECTRIC

EL00-010  In the Matter of the Application of Black-Hills‘Corporation f
issue Common Stock and Preferred Stock. ‘

On April 10, 2000, Black Hills Corporation submitted an applicationfora
rommon stock and preferred stock related to-the agreement and plan of mierg:
Black Hills Corporation and Indeck Capital, Inc.

Staff Analyst: Heather Forney
Staff Attorney: Camron Hoseck
Date Docketed: 04/10/00
Intervention Deadline: 04/28/00

EL00-011  In the Matter of the Application of Black Hills Corporati
Gerald R. Forsythe to Acquire Control, Directly orindire
10% of the Total Capital Stock of Black Hills Corporation.




) 1S, candmons and'r
hrs time-is-a first amendment oftv :

Date Docketed: 04/12/00
Intarvention Deadline: 04/28/00

@@m&&wﬁ for- approval pursuant to 47 U S C Sectlon 252(e) The mta'
@mmm am&nds a pnor agreement approved by the: Commnssnon an S

}énd f&lmm:i fedefal regu!atlons It wull add terms, condltlons and rates wit vg
gndiindied network elements.

Staff Attormey: Camron Hoseck
Date Docketed: 04/12/00
ntsrvention Geadiine: 04/28/00



F5UU065  lihthe Matter of:the F

: Coalition for Approv “Reci
between G.C.C. License L.L.C
Company.

- “TC00:066

i Coa,l,,son for Approval ]
between G.C.C. License L.L.C. and C
Authority.

TC00-067  In the Matter of the Filing by-South
: Coalition for Approval.of Recipro
between G.C.C. License L.L.C.-and

The above companies (TC00-065, TC00-066, TC00-067)h

Aransport and termination-agreement which: was:
" and'G.C.C. License L.L.C. which is an-affiliate of Wes ern Wirele
approvalis sought pursuant to 46 U.S.C. Section 252(e).

- StaffAttorney: Camron Hoseck
- Date'Docketed: 04/07/00
Intervention Deadline; 04/28/00

Inthe Matter of the Filing by U S'WEST Commiunications
the Sale of Exchanges in Nebraska-and‘Minnesota.

"U:S WEST Communications and Citizens [Communications] have entere
whereby Citizens will purchase 14U S WEST exchanges in’
‘exchanges in Minnesota....Approximately 85 South'Dakota cus
Valentine, Nebraska exchange and approximately 520 South D
out of the Ortonville-Big Stone, Minnésota:exchange....[L
request that the Commission, as-expeditiously-as: possnble is
that: 1) contingent on the Nebraska Public Service:Commi

sale, the Commission does not object to-the FC{

Nebraska exchange and; 2) contingent on:the Stal
approval of the Minnesota sale, the Commission-dc
area'waivers nor fo any configuration of study area: boundaries ir
portion of the Ortonville-Big Stone, Minnesota exchange.”

Staff Analyst: Harlan Best
Staff Attorney; Camron Hoseck
Date Docketed: 04/10/00

intervention Deadline: 04/28/00

TGC00-069 In the Matter of the Application of Natel, LLC for a Certificate of
Provide Telecommunications Services in South Dakota.



. preVlde resold intarex
nt:proposes-to off

t. Heather Forney

: Karen Cremer

. 04/11/00
diine: 04/28/00

TC0G 70 ffi’_-‘iﬁ;éiﬂsﬂaﬂﬁer'6f:1the*A’pplication of Enhanced Communicati

d/b/a ECG, L.L.C. fora Certificate of Authority to Provide
Telecommunications Services in South Dakota.

ed-Communications Group, L.L.C. d/bla ECG, L.L.C. has filed &
cate of Authority to offer resold interexchange services, including m e
iy 800/888, and travel card services throughout South Dakota,

aiyst: Michele Farris
ey: Karen Cremer

ocketed: 04/12/00

tior Deadline: 04/28/00

Yok inay receive this listing and other PUC publications via our website or via
Yuu thay subscribe or unsubscribe to the PUC mailing lists at-http:/iwwwis




ota State Vice President

Mr s
HC 14, Box 378
Valentine, NE 69201

" Dear Folks:

Enclosedyou will each'find & copy of Staf 'Qt ,
in the above captioned matter, This is intended a

Very truly yours,

Camron Hoseck
Staff Attorney

CH:dk
Enc.




TTER OF THE FILING BY U SWEST )
MMUNICATIONS, INC. REGARDING THE )
5.F EXCHANGES IN NEBRASKA AND )
OF Ed )

Cames now the Staff of the South Dakota‘PublicU
raspectiully moves the South Dakota Public Utilities.
gchedile a hearing on this request, more particula
#xchange in Todd County, South Dakota. The grounds:fo

) 1. SDCL 49-31-59 reguires a separate vote-on the sale-of eachexc
Dakota.

2. The history-of the Valentine: exchangerm ?Fodd Co
Commussmn |s one of madequate and:

cannnued preb\ems bemg experlenced on the:Valentme exchangear

3. Given the history of service on this exchange-and'the-record:de
to it, there are ample questions raised about the service ‘which*
exchange might expect should the sale be denied or approved. Am
as specified by SDCL 49-31-69-are:

a Is the local service adequate?

b. Are the rates for this-service reasonabie?

What provisions are-made for the-provision-of‘911, Enhance 9
public safety services?

How will a sale of exchanges affect the payment of taxes? “ .

What is Citizens Utilities Company's -ability to-provide:
art telecommunications services that will help: promcte

1. economic development
2. tele-medicine, and
3

distance learning, especially for rural schoolsthat: ma
exchange?




e(605) 773:3201

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ‘

} hereby certify that copies of the above Staff:
‘Motion were served on the follewing by mailing the same to thi
Office Eirst Class Mail, postage thereon prepaid, atthe address show
222 day of April, 2000







Dear Folks:

Enclosed you: will
captioned matter,

Very truly yours,

Staff Attorney

CH:dk
Enc,




. MINNESOTA

BﬂEFO’RE THE PUBLIC

INTTHEfMA% ERTQF THE F!LIN f‘BY"U'-’SiWEST

)
)
)
)

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the: Motion in: the above cap
-Scheduted to be heard befare the &

smon thareafter as the matter may be- heard in: Room ;464
South Dakota.

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this S"’ day of‘May, 2000, -

‘Plerre SD 57
Telephone (605) 773-3201

CERTIFICATE OF ‘SERVICE

Vhereby certify that copies of the above Amended: Not'
the following by mailing the same to them:b
postage thereon prepaid; at the address:show
2000,

Mr, Larry Toll
South-Dakota State Vice President
U'S WEST Communications, Inc.
125 South Dakota Avenue =C|t|zens C W
Sioux Falls, SD 57194 P. 0. Box 251209 e
Plano, TX 75025 1209
Mr. Thomas J. Welk
Altorney at Law Ms. JoAnn Klein
Boyce, Murphy, McDowell & Greenfield HC 14, Box 37A
P. 0. Box 5015 Valentine, NE 69201
Sioux Falls, 8D 57117-5015
Ms. Margaret Figert
Ms. Sheryl L. Klein P. O. Box 229
HC 14, Box 37 Mission, SD 57555
Valentine, NE 69201







‘URPHY, Mj OWE]
ATTORN
101 Norih Phllhp< Avenue; Suite 600
Sioux r:dlﬂ, South Dakaa: 57104
PO Box 5015
Sjoux:Falls, South Dakata 571175015

Telephone 605 336-2424 Writer's Direct Dial Nurgbers 6057310208 :
Facsifmile 605 3340618 tiwelk{@boyeemiiphyicom :

May 15, 2000

'Ouf Fnie'No 2104052

| Dcaer Bullard:

. Enclosed please find for filing U 'S WEST ‘Communications, Inc;
Hearing and Certificate-of Service. The original:and-ter

Sincerély:yours,

Thomas:

TIWHj

Enclosures

cC: Camron Hoseck
Aloz Stevens
Milton & Sheryl Klein
Clifford & JoAnn Klein
Lawrence Klein
Margaret Figert
Colleen Sevold
Phillip Roselli




BOYCE, MURPHY, McDOWELL & GR
AT J;'ORN'EYS AT LAV

101 Neorth Philh'ps-;‘\vcnuc, Sutte 600
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57104
P.O. Box 5015
Stoux Falls, South Dakoga 57117-5015

Telephone 605 336-2424 Diteet Dial  605-731-0208
Facsimile 605 334-0618 ljwe,lk@boyccml.lq;hy;mm

VIA'US FIR!

605-773-3809

V1A USFIRST CLASS MAIL

u Stevens, VicePresident
latory & Government AfT; airs Lawren’cedijgein‘v
#ns Communications HC 14, Box37B
. Hox 251209 Valentine, NE- 69201
Plang, TX 75025-1200
" - Margaret Figert
P:0; Box 229
Mission, SD/57555

Re: m;zhaMatt,emf:the*Filfing‘aby'U*S"‘».LWEST%Commun_i'cations_, Inc: Regarding
Nebraska and Minnesota (TC 00:068) S
Our File No. 2104.052

Dewr Counsel and Complaintans:

Endlosed pleasefind a copy of U § WESTComm,uni‘catiqn;s,’f[nc. 's: Respons
1 ‘ertificate of Service. Th_is;i,sr.intended:as_-:persdna]'?s“evaiﬁce%vra:facsirrii &
Class mail on Ms, Stevens, the Kleins and‘Ms. Figert,

Sincerely yours,

RPHY. MCDOWELL
IELD;L.L.P:

TIWAG)
Enclosure
E v Celleen Sevold
Phillip Roselli




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA e

TC00-068

I'HE MATTER OF THE FILING BY U S
IMUNICATIONS, INC. U S WEST COMN
IDING THE SALE OF RESPONSE TO §

1 GES IN NEBRASKA AND HE
MINNESOTA

FBX Be

On April 5, 2000, U S WEST Communications (“U § WEST”) and Citiz

Company ("Citizens”) transmitted to the South Dakota - Public Utilities -

{*Commission™) a letter concerning U S WEST’s proposed sale of 14 of its Nebra:

wnd 43 of its Minnesota exchanges to Citizens. The letter, attached hereto as Exhil

that approximately 95 South Dakota residents are currently served out of one Lof
#xchanges being sold to Citizens—in particular, the Valentine, Nebraska: é;,
Walentine Exchange”). Similarly, approximately 520-South ZDako'taiacustomer{s:'at.e’
one of the Minnesota exchanges being sold to Citizens—in particular, the-Ortonvill
Minnesota (“the Ortonville Exchange™).
The purpose of the letter was to request this Commission’s ne‘n%‘,v
adiustment of U § WEST’s and Citizens’ respective study area:boundaries to
fhe Nebraska and Minnesota exchanges. U S WEST and Citizens requested: thlsnon
fetter from this Commission because the Federal Communications :COmnlissionvi(c‘;*fh'
not consider Part 36 study area waiver applications unless all affected statef‘aﬁt:;bo,
indicated that they do not object to the proposed reconfiguration of study area bound
on previous experience, U S WEST and Citizens believe that the FCC wil

Commission an “affected” state authority with regard to the Nebraska -and:




%, duig-to the fact that a small number of South:Dako

fentine and Ortonville Exchanges.

O Aprl 27, 2000 the Staff of the Commission-(“Staff")- filed- a-

¥ describes as “the Valentine excharige in-Tod

ondoes not request-a hearing with reg

Sall™s motion for a hear'lngshouidbedemed or seve
- dses not have jurisdiction under SDCL, 49-31-59; as allegedby Sta
| wimission on the sale of exQhan_‘ges‘s-outSidé"l’,cyinff""SOu,t‘h-"‘D'akc’)ta.-'f Second
i fegal effect of the =Commiﬁssi6_n grantmg the requestedwawer

o any witiver of & study boundary area.

- queh-exchange exists, SDCL 49-31

a geographic area -established: by a local ex
approved by the commission: for the:a

service which may consist:of one or'm

with associated facilities used in furni

area.

While U § WEST does provide service to a:small number-of S

the Valentine Exchange. there is no “Valentine, SD” exchange, because

srving these customers is located in Nebraska. Staff's statement that “SD




a separate vote on the sale of each exchange in South Dakota” isacor’reét; '
that the sale of the Valentine, Nebraska Exchange is-not the-sale-of a -Sf,é’
By definition, tnder SDCL 49-31-59, the Commission -dOesf-;hQ"’,-fhav___
':Vﬁ!c:hiiﬁe sale,

| The (‘ommwsxon receives its :juﬁsaiic‘?t»i‘bn»
enacted by the Legislature. - These: statutes from'w

i bﬁunda,yof those powers. 1U.§-W

805 NW2d 115, 123 (SD 1993). Staff has invoki

SDCL 49:-31-59, The Legislature was wvery careful to sfdélih, :

exchange be :held'- to ahi

exchange shall be approved’b

separate vote is required on the ssale‘of-eac

The statute that the Staff quotes clearly states-that the Legislatii
by the Commission of exchange sales was referring to sales of ‘exchange
exchange being sold here is indisputably a Nebraska -exchange, not a .
- Thus, the Commission has no jurisdiction to approve or disapprove:the

- Exchange.




guage of a statute is clear, certain-and ,unatﬁbigubusihg:fei

“onmimission (and a Court’s) only function-is: to-declare-t

pressed. Northwestern Bell Telephone Co. v, Puiblic

472 (SD 1991).

The meaning of SDCL 49-31-59 is clear and uriambiguous-

~ authority in regard to the approval of an exchange s: eiirelfaf

South Dakota.

Staft’ seems: to- believe-that U

uesting) that this. Commission: appros

m:ewcd and approved this-transaction, finding it to'be in-the-publ
' ‘Findings, Conclusions and Order of Nebraska' Public. Service:

:E%:xhibit:;ﬂ‘ﬂi,

" The parties are seeking nothing moretha

object 10 the adjustment of U S WEST’s and Citizen

a request (see further discussion in Part IV, below): Staﬁ’ requ

service quality issues that have nothing to do with-the parties’ r¢




from U § WEST s to Citizens’ study: area, this decision could-adversely
residents served out of the Valentine Exchange. To explain, it is necess
- parties will be requesting a Part 36 study area-waiver from the FCC, and

‘Part 36 of the FCC’s Rules “freezes” the definition of “study area” to

. Wwere:in existence-on November 15, 1984, This “freeze” was due in pai

- set up high cost exchanges. within their-existing service t
‘maximize high' cost support.” At the same time, the FccC téc
. aimed - at discouraging “the-acquisition of ‘high-cost ‘excha

eover high cost areas”” Indeed, the FCC’s Comion - Carier




The FCC has recognized that refusing

er a sale of exchanges wo.uld“fpro'duce “d
'ree*'c 1o adjustithe seller 5 and;f;b e

tbatathe seller’s study area wo

weéa would ot include costs for-an-exc
In- this case, without this Comimission
nse study area adjustments that. sh

alentine. Exchange would remain a part

gli‘ne.v asthe seller received prior to the sale.’

support for its Nebraska exchanges, including the Valentine i’,E'>.tﬁ.f‘-vh'a_m_‘gg‘‘g?;'ai'

more likely to qualify for such funding in ~th'e"ﬁ1tu;evftha‘r'1 48

comparative size, and its focus on serving small and ‘medium- size “ma

In lhe Mauer of. Amcndmenr of Part 36 .of the Commission’s:Riles and:Es Iablnhme:" o
FEC Red No, 21, %17 (October 10, 1990), ;




ustomers.
No one can foretell what the federal-high cost fiind may look
ppear likely that customers in the Valentine Exchange -could
ens is not permitted to add that exc’haﬁgé,ﬁan‘d?its costs; to.its:
nfortunate result for those-customers.
In short, if Staff is truly concerned about the quality of servi

akota customers served out of thve:\,Va“l,entinesszxchangg:,»-, Y

dress these service:quality issues, and could lead:to this transaction ¢

Exehange remaining in U'S WEST’s study aréa;: This result iwc)nld"fliéheﬁ'

Although the ‘Commission does npt:;h;av,e Junsdxctl
Exchange, the Staff has indicated ‘-that‘rilé),_io,ckétsﬁTC,98-13183_, TC98184
{collectively referred to as the “Kle’i_n~~‘Comp]ain‘t‘s”);«:iére ;»gst'i!"lf.aope
demonstrate inadequate and- recurrihg service problems'?l;y‘?U S WEST

‘that a significant record has been made in regard to the service inthes

WEST s manager of regulatory affairs, indicates that voice grade servicy




V. Other Study Waiver

.. The Commission is /required; pursiant: 1o 'SDC

commission shall establis}
of service standards,

The request to obtain study-boundary waivers, to the ‘kno

‘been denied U S WEST or any other company by the Commission. .-

‘which some customers have been served in South Dakota. See: atta

" Exhibit C which is the Affidavit of Colleen Sevold. U S "WEST requests




. companies, Finally, 1o the knowledge of U'S WEST, the Commission

- of the requests for study waiverboundaries.

ff's motion for hearing be-de
has no objections to the waiver of
in their April 5, 20004oint letter to this Commission.

DATED this 15th day of May, 2000.

 ST117:5015




$600°Headquarters Dive |
PO Bax I51209
Plano, TX 7snzs.1209

Pablie Utilities Commission of the State of South Dakota -
State Capitol Building

‘500 East Capitol Avenue

‘Pierre, South Dakota- 57561-5070

that such a petition w

-Snuih Dﬁkota residents are: se:rved out of the Valentine and Or
exchanges.







PINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Tng. s

rLpent,. .
Suite 5100

fg 0, bmth pursuant to t
of notification was prov1ded to 1n Tresr
2000,

» pfotest of the joint application was filed by AT&T




(MON) 5. 5 00 7:3:9,;ﬁSrT, 7:38 38/ Nd”'

% of the Midwest, Inc. and -BAT&T Local Sarv1can
Y on October 25, 1999.
this matter on March 28,
procediiral wmatters relat g to this -
& stipulavion entered among AT&T, Citizens, the Nebraska
. Service Fund and the Communlcatlons ‘Department of the
11, Basad upon the terms of the stipulation, AT&T filed =
WMol te withdraw its protest on April 4., 2000,

A public hearing on the amended jolnt application was held on
A1, 2000 in Lincoln, Nebraska. Appearances were as gliown

abav#

OPINTON A ND FINDINGSES

ranka and is sub;ect to the jurlsdx'tion of ‘hls Comm
is not row engaged in the provisior
) Fask HOcher, this Commigsd 1 e

ﬁntu cf public convenience and necessz~y“to operate

ut leeal exchange carrier in this gtat

@n April §, 2000. Citizens =eéks ¢ i n
‘tovisLun of puch services upder Ehe 3ur15d1ct1on of thls’
sion upon the ¢losing of the purchase of the Exchanges from

& On June 1€, 1898, US West and Citizens ULilities Compan '_
{gue) entered into an agreement for the purchase and sale of telephore: a»
X hnngcs {the Agresment). On
; 4., 2000, US West and CUC antered into a letter agreement

13 Lhe terme of the agreement. True and correct copigsg of
resment. and the letter agreement have been provided to the
don on a proptletary and. confideritial ‘basds for réview: by
flssion and its staff. Pursuant to the terme of the
Agre t, &5 amended, CUC will assign its rights chereunder to
Eltizena prior to closxng the purchase of the exchanges.

3, In accordance with the terms of the agreement, as
nded, US Wepst proposes to se)l and trandfer control of the
nges to CUC, The transaction described in the+agreement, as
Amended, Has reéceived the necessary corporate approvals of Ug West
-and cuc,

('R Mr. Robert G. Lanphier, Director-State Market Strate‘ies
Nebraska of US West, appeared before rhe Commissicn and test :
in this matter, Mr, Lanphier identified the exchanges ‘tha:
identified for sale after evaluation of several factors

mumber of access lines in each of the exchanges as of Dec ‘

5., He gtated that US West's decision to.sell the exchanges was
wiused by technelogy and regulatory changes and competltlon in:all.
aress of US West's business, Sale of the exchangea is intended: to
#ilow VU8 West to focus lts resources on its remaining Nebrasks -
cuatomers, Mr. Lanphier described the process used by US West to:
@alect a buyer for the exchanges. CUC was selected based upon ita

Ansncial . managerial and operational resources, its ability ro
deliver quallty service to customers, its experience in integrating
pdvﬁhaaed propertlen into ifs operations and the purchase price and
.;-mvn.-. and condirions of the agreement, as amended. Mr. Lanphier
@ffersd his opinion that the sale of the exchangas is of advaritage
0 the persons served in the exchanges and is inm the publlc
iﬂteraat. He testified thar Citizens has committed to maintain US
Vest*s intrastate rates for at least six months following closing,
that 911 vr E-911 services will be unchanged and that existing LAS
soutos will be maintained. US West hag appointed a manager to
goardinate the trapsition of facilities and customers to Citizens
anad fae, and will continue to Keep customers informed concerning




NON) 515700 7:39/8T. 7:38A0.

Chhe s teanaition,

S Mr. Wayne G. Culp, Director-State Finance for US West,

wared and testified. Mr, Culp stated- that Citizens is

g not only the assets comprlslng the exchanges, but also
iagtny the cxchapges as a going concern. Be such, the

on will be accounted for By US West in acccrdance with 47
> 32 as a wale of plant with traffic. Mr., Culp tesgtified

vordance with the requirements of 47 CFR Part 32 and

. Rule 002.24(b), any gain from the sale will be treated

i=opérating income by US wWest.

8, M. F., Wayne Lafferty, Vice Pregident, Regulatory and
Qovernment Affairs of cUC, and Vice Presidént, Regulatory and
GUEED unt Affalr nf Citzzenq also appeared ‘before the Commission
] Mr, Laffarty statethhat CUC through

/y operatea as an incumbent local exc ge carrier in 13
and cwns BA percent of Ele;trlc Lightwave, Inc., a& full- serv;ce
M.
«cenxirmed the accuracy of ‘the contents- of the jo;nn
ian and rhe amend d 301nt applid

; Mr Laff
pur,hasc the exchanges 15:
T

£ icaticng operat ons,—
ﬂhrrate its operat1cns in small ‘and:- medlum Blzed civics.

7.  Mr. Lafferty described CUC's andfcltlzens' technlcal-
'331 and flanCJEI quallflc O it ‘Wi

S:(-18 network, seerc: deveiapment, provx o
1 and regulatory assjiatance. CUCg, and.thus
funding of the acquisition of the exchanges w1ll be provxded £
o OF from short~term

gn The financxal ccndltlon of CUC is presented ;n its 1999

WL-1. Citizens' technical capablllt =P aré derived from.
B operation of exigting telecommunications: propervies by its

listed companies for the pagt 65 years and- current1y41n 13
Aaraten.

&, Mr. Lafferty alsc described the impact of the-p:opcsed
rrapsaction on current US West custémers, No changes in local
#gwvrice are proposed. Citizens intends to adcpt Us West's
transition plan approved by this Commission in: Applicatlon No. C-16

pions of the stipulation approved by the

wmisgion in this docket on Marcn 28, 2000.
’ xasidential rates will remain unehan

‘rmatiun cancarnlng the transactlan, and w111 receive
:ormarion concerning the transition Lrom US West apd: ,

Mx . Lat!arty testified thar Citizens intends to negotxate
,r:nnnectlon agreements with all telecommunications service
viders that currently have agreements with Us wWest, If such-

mepnts cannot be negotlated prlor rto cloalng of the transacclon'

aubmitted o
the Commission for approval,

2, Mr. Lafferty testified that for the purposes of jurisdicticna
universsl service funding, a
itudy ares waiver by the FCC is required by Citizens in comnection
aith the acquisition of the exchanges. As a condilLion to the grant
»F~su¢h 3 Wa1ver, the FCC requires that this Commission issue a
[ The Commission
£ ada £hat a scudy area waiver should be granted in connection with




: FCC 88 a statemcnt of naﬁ’objéc note thé7grant of
,«a w,iver by the FEC.

9 geeka deslgnatlcn by this Commisgion as an BIC,
Bo designated in ‘the exchapges, e ) f
ens meets all requirements for desighation as an

L+ Upoh ¢losing of the purchase of the excharnges, be so
ed 11 the exchanges.

. John J. Lass, Vice President and General Manager,
1L cf Qitizens, offered t ORI 1s
; e afid the planned.
tha exchanges. :
Kedrney and o'Neill fo se
edures fcr cuatomers~to'o

in process by Citizens to formulate ns for
¥h, and updating of network and Bwitchin

ty days prlor to
scantinu the: LNP charges

approval from the FQ
e to customers, CitiZens may r
awn costg,

13. Based upon the evidence in the record, the:
5 that the sale by US West, and the purchase by
ehanges i of advantage to the persaons 8
#1v being rendered by US West, that the ‘terms:
s ahd wale as described in the agreemcnt are: falr and
punable, that vthe proposed transaction ig in- the publie interestc
ihould be approved by the Commiseion.

14, The Commission finds that US West has already provided
ation %o customers in the exchanges of US Wests: plan ‘to
he exchanges to Citizens. In addition, Mr. Lanphier has
&d vhe Commigsion that US West will provxde a further notice
theee cuptomers at least 30 days prior to the closing of the
¥ of the oxchanges to Cirizems. Based upon the evidence
ered, the Commission finds that US West has satigfied, or will
o ¢losing of the purchase of the exchangas by Citigens,

- the reguirements of Ngb. Rev. Stat. § 86-806 (Redsgue 1999)
ting to discontinuation of service.

1%, The Commission is mindful of the existence of the

lgphome Consumer Slamming Prevention Act, Neb. Rev. Stat. §§ 86-13901-19:
- Supp.) (the Anti-Slamming Act), and that the closing :
he gale of the exchanges by US West to Citizens will, strictly




=he iSSuance of a certiflcate of pu
auch PZDCEGUIES desxgned to 1nsure t

ORDER

IT IS THEREFORE QRDERED by the NebraskaﬁPuhlic Service Commigsion
= ; ( e dis
,granted and chat US West is ' X -
and Cltlzens 15 author

aacrutdﬂnce with the ‘cerms of the agreéﬁent as amended}

JT IS5 FURTHER ORDERED thdat this order be and it is hereby made

’"”.cpmmi:ﬂ1on‘5 official CGertificate of Public Convenience and
5 ?ranted to Citizens to ‘provide tele¢ommunications
neluding basic loecal -exchange: SerVLLe and intraLATA
: mraxchauge pervice to customers lccated in ‘the exchanges, dnd to
the service areas comprising each of the excharges.

1T 19 FURTHER ORDERED thar this order be and it is hereby made
the Commiassion's statement of non- oppoﬁitlon to ‘the: grant of study
#yrea walver from the FCC relating to Citizeéns® acquisition of the
exchanges, which waiver will be reduested from the FEC.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Citizens mests. all rcqulrements for
Heaignation as an ETC and shall, upon closing of the purchase of
vhe exchanges, be so designated in the ‘=xchanges.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that upcn completion of written
ucniticﬂtlon by US Weet o the customers in the .exdhanges,
. Jeast 30 days prior to the closing of the sale of
tizeng, US Weslt sball have complied with the requ
f Stat, § B6-806 (Reissue 1999), and the CTomi
o a:cntinuation of gervice by uU§ West to custoners in t

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Anti-Slamming Act is not
applicable to this transaction, mor would the policy consideratiorns
thar underlie the passage of the Anti-Slamming Act be served by its
application to thie transaction,

4+ IS FURTHER ORDERED that any gain realized by US Weat in
thig transaction be treated as non-operating income in accordance
with 47 CFR Part 32 pertaining to sale of plant with traffic, and
Commission Rule 002,24 (B), and shall be returned to the general
oparating fund of US wWest.
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JRTHE, QRDb ED chat Citlzcns #hall netdify the Commission th

'of any switch or switches a
uwitches leased by US West, provzded thac Cltlzens

& local nunber pcrtablllty chatge at a future date
h FOC requirenents.

T 1Y PURTHER ORDERED that Citizens is obligated to abide by
aws, rules and regulations, beth féderal and-state
g any lawd, rules or regulations: reg rding univ

and guality of serxivice) appllcable to any -other «océl
s gaTrier.

17 IS’FURTHER ORUERED that, to the. extent Citizens provides

§ 36 1302 to 86 13063(Rel' Aac
1. R, & Reg. Title 291, ch. 5, section,001 018,
¥ shall collect from its subscrlbers a surcharge
gm) pursuant to the Relay Act and the Commission's annual
.eatahllshing the amount of the surcharge, and shall remit to

the Commission the proceeds from the Relay Surcharge as provlded by
“he Relay Act,

T4 15 FURTHER ORDERED that Citizens Comply with all pecessdry
dtatutes and Commigeion Rules and Regulations as they pertain to
the Nebraska Universal Service Fund,

TP 18 FURTHER ORDERED that Citizens shHall file, in accordarice
'H*ih»Lhe applicable statuteg, on or before April 30 of each year,
AN FHOUAL repqrt with the COmmlleon copaidting of: ta) & copy of
ort filed with the FCC; (b) a copy of any annual report to
kholdere; and (¢) a copy of the latest Form 10-K £i3ed with the
B es and Exchange Comm1951on. If auch reparta are .

ngb:aaka wn a comblned lnterstate lntras
Ar the talophone plant and squipwent 1o

F Volod mulatad depragiation thereon, operating revenues, opcratxng
cxpznﬁém. ang taxes.

IT IS FURCHER ORDERED that upon complet
&f tha exchanges by CitiZens, that Citizens s

Commigsion a Cariff, boundary map and price list for each’ of’the
#xchanges

*

, WATE AND ENTERER at Lincoln, Nebragka, this 10th-day of May,
oo,

NEBRASKA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
COMMISSIONERS CONCURRING :

Chairman
ATTEST:

Executive Director




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

TC00-068

THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY U S AFFIDAVIT OF‘ ‘COLLEE
'COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
ARDING THE SALE OF
: ES IN NEBRASKA AND
MiN:NESOTA

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA )
. 88
COUNTY OF MINNEHAHA )
1, Colleen Sevold, being first-duly sworn, state:

1. I am-employed by U S WEST-Communications, Tnc;'

of Regulatory Affairs for South Dakota, and my business address is 125'S: ako

Eighth Floor, Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57194.

i~y

2, { make this affidavit in response to the Motion-filed -'byf the Sta
i!t'iiiti‘c& Commission dated April 26, 2000 in this docket -and in support
Communications, Inc.”s Response to ‘S’t‘aﬁ?fsiMotion'for"iHearingz("‘U'?S’é‘ EST

3. Attached as Exhibit 1 is an e-mail that T received on ,ofr-"s’éboﬁ,t"iM_
Sheryl Klein as to the status of the Kleins’ voice:grade service that-was'the s
complaints as defined in U § WEST’s Response.

4, Attached as Exhibit 2 is a letter dated June 25, 1996'from the So

Utilities Commission (“the Commission”) in Docket TC96-089 regarding study are:
1o U § WEST’s exchange sales of Haywarden and Akron, lowa.
5. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a letter dated March 12, 1996

Communications Commission by the Commission regarding study area waivers:as 1o




- businiess,
. Dited this 12th day of May, 2000, s
- ‘bat Vs
g
g

ally

ibed and sworn to before me -
fay of May, 2000.

M(y.cchmmir,sion:exp’i're’si~ g // b //0 o

“CollenSevold







ooREGONDNNas .

Re: South: Bakcta Docket TCY6089

Dear Mr. Heasxan

Hickory Tach-Carporation:

Hawarden
Akron

Comniission s1atf re ewWed:







W10 10i7Tan  Frowsls WEST

March 12 18396

Mr. Kent R. Nilsson
Foderal Cammunicarcns Commissian
2000 L SrreevNW, Ruom 512
wasningron, DC 20658
RE: E:‘:mditadduih!-’Péﬁuun For'Waiver - ARD 85-72

Daar Mr. Nlissan:

Alns reguignly scheaued Mareh 12; 1995
The Commissian found that it does nat abject 10 th

Sincarsly,




n

ve

Aftention: Mr. William P. Heaston
Seriior:Anornay

Re; <Snutn"‘5’iaﬁdx‘as'Dbckeri'l?t;:??é's}%ﬁﬂs'

DearMr. Heaston:

Great Plains Communications, Inc.:

Cody
Craoiston
Gordon

Nonheast Nebraska Telephane Company:
Bristow
Commssion staf reviewad this propasat
objaction to the action of the Nabrask

considering the impact of the sale of
Communications, ine., upon-thosea telapl

boundaries of e State:of South-Dakota, and no.

PEow e vt vl v o - LR B A e o Dt e oy kg o g e







Insshis petition, his affidavit will be referred:to as "Peters AfF" followed by the nuifiibe




The Order correctly summarizes

ler fails to address the undispute

A Reliable phone service.
(Transcrip, p. 19.

At the December 15th heari

semae Mrs, Spear required, v.In:-:;
subsequent June 8, 1999 Commissio
' kﬁits;ﬂpem"s»residence had-been irépla_"c:je‘dvzand

Mrs. Spear’s voice grade service quality ‘exceeded i

aﬁ“thness after Mr. Peters-had testified. - No*tbt‘hefr witness;

:_'f_:ﬁr#s&mcd:«chalienging U 8 WEST's test results or the work:




’:‘fiﬁqﬂm‘ which states:

The telephone services provided: by J

relevant hereto, were d _xveréd through-a
t’:&ther U ,S WEST subs \ :




Mr. Peters testified at the December 15th hearing that there are eight ‘.(S)r‘oth’,
systems that serve the general area in which Mrs. Spear lives. The majority: of ‘the
liowever, has occurred on the particular system that serves Mrs. Spear. (Transcr.-iptj;'-‘-p?
the finding of fact in paragraph 3 of the Order continues to be bewildering: in-'its':réfféf@

ill-detined phrase "her neighborhood," as well as the “certain” other U S WEST subscri

her neighborhood",
In addition, the finding of fact in paragraph 3 is unclear in the use of the-phrase "
capable of delivering digital services”. As shown in Mr. Peters’ Affidavit in-paragra

finding confuses digital services and digital facilities.  Furthermore; *Mrs

“neighborhood" is served by metallic loops and analog facilities out of the same sw

serves Mrs. Spear. (Peters Aff.. 8) When the findings of fact in paragra
nsidered together with the record, they are so vague and confusing that: they

cupable of any reasonable interpretation.

The only remaining finding of fact invth'e Order is paragraph 4, which state_é:’

an ungmﬂw,silgﬁal.,dsl_wm the complamant will: contmué to:
discrimination. (Emphasis added.)

Again, the record fails to identify the "certain neighbors" to-which the O
type of "service discrimination" which purportedly exists. (Peters Aff. 2 and:8
“upgrade to digital delivery” and the "neighborhood" are again vague and l.con"fu
importantly, the undisputed facts are that no unjust or unreasonable service:discrim
because Mrs. Spear receives no different services than others of "her neighbors”. (Pet T
Moreover, that portion of the Order requiring to U S WEST to do-certain acts:

eertain information (paragraph 5) is also vague and ambiguous and, thus, is not: eas




 Commission’s rulemaking docket. That is, the-

" requirement to provide to its customers. a certain-Inte

1998 which resulted in a substantial number of Cor




For example, the Commission had proposed-a rule, AR_S’D-*ZO‘:—‘?I;O;I&S., <
have provided as follows:
20:10:33:04, Minimum transmission-levels:for local-exc

exchange company's subscriber loops shall - meet -
transmission levels from the-subscriber network: mterface Or: d

(1) Transmission loss from the-central office to th =sub
or demarcation point for existing siibscriber ]
Hertz. All new, upgraded, or replaced subs
1004 Hertz; ' :

(2) Loop current shall be-above 20 milliamp

(3) Total external loop resi
.. -mot exceed: the basic. rang

-extension equipment:shal
the basic working range

(5) The minimum data rate shall be 14,400-bps;

(6) The frequency response range-shall: be 300 Hertz to 3 00 8-
amplitude deviation not torexceed: four.dB;

(7) The power influence level shall be le‘ss"tharr‘QO;demCi »a’,nd i

(8) The longitudinal balance shallvbevgreater-‘thahvﬁo dB.

All subscriber loops shall meet these: minimum transmlssmn v
2001, i

the subscriber loops to have a data transmission rate of 14,400 bps: This is the cor n
- modem-to-modem data transmissions from a dial-up connection. The indepen
testimony to the Commission indicated that a study performed for them by Martin ¢

showed that there were more than 6500 customers of SDITC companies (roughl




n&q iired U S WEST to make an investm

. (Rulémaking Tr., p. 97 The Com
The Commission in the '

05, which would have stated:

thereafter rejected a specific data speed requirement
" sentence of the proposed rule, and therg‘aﬁ,ér;{“
2{)10335)_5& (since the previously pro;pos’ed-J;ARSD%'ZO:":‘IOB

rejected).




i §500 of their customers are being sefved by similar Anaconda syst

‘- Thus, the consequences of the: Commission's Order here would; as:a p
ly reinstate regulations the-Commi,ssiou-‘ha;d,p_reviously rejected.

ACcordineg; the Order attempts to expand on the Z,Comm_is,sion?fszzr}ig

extem such requirements can even be mterpreted with: -any.

~‘numerous telecommunications carriers with relatively»fsimila;, -gr,,_xaldgac
'l‘Qcﬁi@fscwice in South Dakota. Nevertheless, the-Commission :hia’szneveri ordere

f»ﬁ:thé‘gsewices that it has ordered U S WEST to provide. Accordinglyi;f-ui‘; ‘

i Qrﬁparedf to order all local exchange carriers, including the independent:co npanie




~_are served by a "system capable of delivering digital serviceé;" - The!

what is service discrimination. South Dakota law does. not require-e:




Dakota to be offered the same services. SDCL 49-31-11, which is the applicab’lefS"
stigute, in relevant part:
No peson or telecommunications company may un)ustlyv:' or- unreaso,

discriminate between persons in providing telecommuni
tclecommumcanons company may make or g ani

whem # single network providing the same services could be oﬁ‘ered imulta

. Dakota customers. Technology and economics must be considered’ in- dete;

v:\»whathar providing DSL service to only certain customers is- unjuvv oru
' discnmmutlon Clearly, no unjust or um'easonable dxscnmmatxon exists becaut
St :'fécén;omicf limitations. Under the Order, however, U S WEST: would:-’ be:
discrimination,
Such analysis is no less applicable in this case. It is true that some:c
neighbors are able to receive caller identification and Mrs. Spear cannot {ﬁqwey_e

other customers of U S WEST and the independent companies who cani

identification. Does that mean the U S WEST and the independent companies are

unreasonably discriminating against certain customers? If that service situationi




all facilities not capable of providing cailer identification of -all- ‘companiesy
replaced, even if they provide basic telephone service. However, it is not unjust:
for U 8 WEST and the independent companies to not provide enhanéedzgsgwit:e
only basic local service. i

Indeed under federal law, as dlscussed in the nexi section, the-Commissi

from ordering the provision of services beyond basic voice service w1thout compvx

universal support mechanisms. If the Commission cannot, under- federalliil"ai

provisioning of enhances services at this time, how can the actions-of U S WEST in"

offer caller identification to Mrs. Spear be unreasonable or unjust?
V.
THE ORDER VIOLATES THE FEDERAL ACT
The Qrder also violates Section 254(f) of ‘the Act, as well as otherf.subpans::fb
254, Section 254(f) states;

preserve and advance universal service. Every telecommuni
provides intrastate telecommun‘ications services shall c'o‘ntrib ,

mgulatlgns adopt addmonal specific, Dredxctable and sufﬂ ient: mechanisms:
support such_definitions or standards that do. not rely.

Q!!WEX‘&_@J service support mechamsms.

47 U.8.C., § 254(f) (emphasis added.)
The Order requires U S WEST to provide facilities for services that are in‘excess

universal service standards that the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC") has

The FCC has defined the supported services for rural, insular and high cost areas, an




Voice grade access to-the'public switched network:
Local usage;
Dua] tone multl-frequency signaling orits functional equwalent,

: Smg!e-pany Service orits functional eqmvalent

Access to emergency ser\nces
Access to operator services; |
Accessto intetexchang'c’=-'5cnri'CB;
Access to directory assistance; éu_d

Toll limitation for qualifying low-income consumers.

. 47CFR, §54.101

Digital services and’ Intemet access or other' 'nhanced’

”.matter are ‘mot within the basic universal semces stated in:
, %254(1‘) ‘the: Commnssxon is allowed to. adopt “regul f,m

' servlce 50 long as they are not inconsistent with- the

however, adopted any universal service regulations.

Moreover, even if the Commission ‘had adopted a regulation: statir

- which is the Federal Act's provision defining: supported services, Sec’:'ti

support should only be provided to those services that:
(@)  are essential to education, public health or public safety:

(b)  have, through the operation of market choices by customer, been sub

a substantial majority of residential customers;

12




(c)

deplo; »ed, in public telecommunications netwo
t»lecommumcatxons carriers; and s

(d)  are consistent with the public interest, convenience and necessity.

' 47USC, § 254(c) (emphasis added)
The record is barren of any facts that any advanced:services toibefsﬁzrnj'sﬁ‘ed
meet-any of the foregoing requirements.

Additionally, Section 254(f):,require5‘"spediﬁc,-prédi@jcﬁbl‘é; ‘and: ifficie

to support a state's addition to supported services. The Order here:violates:this |

 advanced services let alone high cost voice grade service. See: also47U

universal service support should be "exphcxt and sufﬁment" to aclneve the vvvvv P '

section).

Finally, Section 254(f) requires that "[e]v‘eryﬂ:'telecommuni’qatfijdrig*@m

intrastate telecommunication services shall contribute on an. equi’table»;atxf;_d{

basis-as determined by the State to the preservation and advancementa_ofunivi

“State." There is no such system in South Dakota for any supported service, 'howé" €
"""a‘ﬂvénced services”. Instead, the Order purports to require U S WEST to: éf‘;{h’ 150

ubiquitous advances services.




In essence, what the Order p-v.lrpoi‘t'sktd.do is torequire U 8 WEST
f=serwces beyond universal service without ‘having South‘Dakota: regulatxons_ fun

: nbndwcnmmatory contributions of a universal ‘support mec¢hanism: by

“=tenns the Order has failed to consider the- consequences of. umversal‘

the Act, and thus should be reconsidered.

THE ORDER VIOLATES THE U}
CONSTITUTIONS AND VIOL

Finally, the Commission’s Order Viole'téS“-iU"S":WEST’,*sf».coq;

the United States and South Dakota Constitutions.

For example, the Order violates the Fourteenth Amendment of

",Constmmon and Article VI, §2 of the South Dakota; Consntuno
'ﬁ’ght‘s to due process. This is especially so because ‘the: Order i

“WEST, without any legitimate stat‘e;ingerest.«in:.th'étrit~‘unfairlyr's‘ingv;‘ 0

Order does so without proper notice to U S WEST, and without giving U-S*

i It is notewonhy that the independent companies in the rulemaking proceedings brought: this very:issu
Cmmission's attention. (Rulemaldng Tr., pp. 45.) S




portunity to properly defend itself. Under the South-Dakota Admuustranv
‘v'-lﬁcally SDCL 1-26-18, ”Opportumty shall be: aﬁ'orded to all< arties
ce on issues-of fact-and argument on; rssues _of w-or’ Ppo 1

fed to U S WEST before entry of the Order Thrs is‘esp

ni-this docket ‘was hmrted to the very narrow issuew ether
“service”, and was never-about advanced or: enhanced servrces
Finally, to:the ex_tent'thatvithe,'Czomﬁn’Sﬂsrcjinfddes%jnot%pro\ii‘def"
v.('idm‘petitively neutral cost recovery-mechanism for U S*WEST‘;:?»-the'f;.Ordé W
‘violation of U 8§ WEST’s constitutional rights, in additionto-a violati
f"’v'(""S:lection‘98"’). This is so: becaus‘e;_ v‘-Whi’l'e__’?S‘eCt»'iOn;QS}:‘On zﬁits:‘fa k
e jnght to recover these costs over 10 years, the' Order neverthel'
( opposed to-a-de jure violation) of U s WEST's consntutro
ere'is no practical or realistic’ ‘way, to recover: the: hundreds
Mrs. Spear’s loop (or the millions. (and potentlally brlhons)
v&ideQta' loops) to the Comm'ission’s»isat;rsfact,xon. U:S’ WEST
Order does not provide a realistic.zman‘ner:ffdr U SWEST "
In short, the Order violates U S WEST’s constitutiona
* United States and of South Dakota. |

CONCLUSION

The Order is erroneous in its findings of fact-and conclusions of la

- consider violations of South Dakota and federal law. Accordi

3 '_";rfe.qucsts that the Commission reconsider the Order and-thereafter







BEFORE THE PUB IC TILITIES_ COMMISS]ON

TCOO#OBS" :

.‘:»laﬁ‘ s Motion for Hearmg and Cemﬁcate of Service were perbonally

via facsimile to the following number and by UPS'-Oveml‘ght‘Del_lvi‘er;y“a ]
- follows: o
V1A FACSIMILE VIA'US FIRST CLA

- Camron-Hoseck 605-773-3809 Milton and Sheryl: Klem
SD-Public Utilities Commission Hi :
500 E. Capito! Avenue Valentme NE :~69201
“Pierre, SD 57501
Clifford andJoAnn’ Klem
VIAUS FIRST CLASS MAIL HC 14; Box37A"
Valentine; NE 69201
Aloa Stevens, Vice President
Regulatory & Government Affairs : Lawrence Klein
Citizens Communications HC 14, Box 37B
P:O. Box 251209 Valentine; NE - 69201
Plano, TX 75025-1209
Margaret Fi 1gert




IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY U S )
"WEST COMMUNICATIONS; INC. REGARDING )
- THE SALE OF EXCHANGES IN:NEBRASKA )
- AND'MINNESOTA )

On April 10, 2000, the Public Utilities Commission- (Commissiol
Citizens Communications, Plano, Texas (Citizens) and U S Wi 0
WEST) lndtcatmg, among other thmgs that a sale: of the V

Commissmn 5 grantmg of a study area wawer or to
involvirig the South Dakota portion of: the Valentine, N

Commissxon voted to deny Staff's: Mot:on Commussnoner Nelson-d
The Commission, having heard the arguments: of the respective
considered their arguments and -authorities which have been submitted:by: them
- advised in the premises, hereby o

ORDERS, that the Motion of Staff for a hearing.in this doéket is heréby:

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this 2_23/& day of May; 2000.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ‘ BY ORDER OF THE COM

The undersigned hereby certifies that this .
Ji documient-has been served today upon all parties-of
{lirecordin ihis docket, as listed onthe docket sérvice:

A1 -list; by facsimile or by first class mall, in properly
| i_'MfBSS&d envelopes, wvth charges prepald thereon.

. 5/25/ .

(QFFICIAL SEAL)




State Capitol Building, 500 East Capitol Avenue, Pierre, South’Dakoia 57501~

June 9, 2000

Mr. Larry Toll

South Dakota State Vice President
U 8 WEST Communications, Inc.
125 South Dakota Avenue

Sioux Falls, SD 57194

RE:  Inthe Matter of the Filing:by U S WEST Communica
Regarding:the Sale of Exchanges in Nebraska an
Docket TC00-068 ‘

Dear Mr. Toll:

Utilities Company (szens)

telephone exchange and Ortohville:

Citizens. The letter explained:that: approx1 :
served out of the Valentine exchange -and

Mtnnesota sale the Commlssmn loes. not obje
waivers nor to any configuration of. study:area‘bounda ;
portion of the Ortonville-Big Stone, Minnesota: exchange ,

At its May 30, 2000, meeting, the Commission consideredszu'
request. The Commission voted unanimously-to find t

FCC granting study area waivers .nor to any reconfigu
boundaries involving the South Dakota portions:of the Valentir
Ortonville-Big Stone, Minnesaota exchanges.

James A. Burg Pam Nelison
Chairman Commissioner




